Sabine and Neches Rivers and Sabine Lake Bay
Basin and Bay Expert Science Team (BBEST)

Proposed Ground Rules
1/26/2009

The following are offered as starting points for discussion to determine ground rules for the BBEST.
Alternates and Proxies

If a member is unable to attend, then another person on the BBEST, rﬁaiy serve as a proxy provided the
committee chair was notified of the proxy before the meeting.lgé !!
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! Proposed rules for Alternates and Proxy Votes and Quorum adopted from the 8/21/2008 Sabine and Neches
Rivers and Sabine Lake Bay Basin and Bay Stakeholder (BBAS) Committee Meeting minutes.
http://www.tceg.state.tx. us/assets/pubhc/permlttmg/watersupolv/water rights//eflows/08212008sabine_minute
s.pdf.
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Figure 1. Flowchart of consensus decision-

making process
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? http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consensus.

® Taken mostly from the Wikipedia article at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consensus decision-making: -
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The test for consensus can be conducted using the following voting scale:*

Wholeheartedly agree;

Supportive;

Can live with it;

Reservations about it — let’s talk more;
Serious concerns exist — must talk;
Rejeet it — will block it.
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Group members may be willing to let a motion pass but desire to reg*ster their concerns by choosing to
declare reservation. If there are significant reservations about a nzx’
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® Rough consensus is a process with no specific rule for “how much is enough.” The question of
consensus is left to the Judgment of the group chalr

* A Practical Guide to Consensus, Policy Consensus Initiative,
http://www.policyconsensus.org/publications/practicalguide/index.html. Page 65.

> A Practical Guide to Consensus. Page 63.



